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“Commentators of the Veda” had been for 
a long time a more or less neglected subject 
in the field of Vedic studies. Fortunately the 
situation in this respect has improved 
considerably in recent times. New 
information about several Vedic 
commentators and the publication of the 
newly available portions of several hitherto 
unknown commentaries may be regarded as 
a significant contribution to Vedic studies 
during the last few years. The tradition of the 
different kinds of means for the 
understanding of the Veda has been in vogue 
since very early times. Restricting ourselves, 
for the purpose of this paper, to the 
consideration only of the Rgveda, we may 
say that even the mandala- arrangement of 
the Samhita of that Veda is, in a sense, a 
useful means for the understanding of that 
Veda. The division of the Rgveda-Samhita 
into astakas - adhyayas - vargas is intended 
principally for the practical purpose of 
learning that Veda by heart. On the other 
hand, the mandala- arrangement implies the 
editing and the organization of the mantras of 
the Rgveda mainly in the light of their 
authorship (rsi) and. subject-matter (devata). 
Even the elementary knowledge about the 
author or the poet and the subject-matter of 
any literary work facilitates, directly or 


indirectly, an adequate understanding and 
appreciation of that literary work. The 
Padapatha of the Rgveda also often serves as 
an efficient aid for its interpretation. It is true 
that the Brahmana- texts have treated the 
Vedic mantras generally from the point of 
view of their ritualistic application, but even 
so one cannot altogether ignore the claim of 
those texts as moderately serviceable means 
for the understanding of the Veda. The 
mandala- arrangement, the Padapatha , and 
the Brahmanas may be broadly said to 
represent the first stage of the tradition of the 
Rgveda -exegesis. 

The second stage is represented by the 
Vedahgas and the other early ancillary texts. 
Chronologically, the tradition of the means 
for the understanding of the Rgveda seems to 
have continued uninterruptedly throughout 
these two stages. But after the second stage 
(roughly 6th-3rd centuries B.C.), there 
occurred quite a long break in this tradition - 
a break of 1100-1200 years. For, from the 
evidence now available to us, it may be 
assumed that the third stage in the tradition of 
the Rgvedic interpretation, namely that 
represented by the commentaries ( bhasyas ) 
of the Rgveda , began round about the 7th 
century A.D. 
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One may classify the Sanskrit 
commentators of the Rgveda into the 
following five main categories : (1) those 
commentators whose commentaries are now 
available in full in published form; (2) those 
commentators who can be reasonably 
presumed to have written commentaries on 
the entire Rgveda but only some portions of 
whose commentaries have become available 
so far; (3) those persons who are known to 
have written commentaries only on certain 
specific mantras of the Rgveda ; (4) those 
persons who are directly or indirectly referred 
to in literature as commentators of the 
Rgveda but no portions of whose 
commentaries have become available so far; 
and (5) the Rgveda- commentators of the 
modem times. Sayana alone can be said to 
belong to the first of these five categories.. 
Originally I had thought of including 
Verikatamadhava also in this category. 1 But 
for certain reasons which may become clear 
in the sequel I have decided to defer the 
consideration of his work to a later context. 

The commentary on the Rgveda by 
Sayana 2 (1316-1388), called 

Vedarthaprakasa, is too well known to need 
any detailed comment. At the end of each 
adhyaya of this commentary, there occurs the 
following colophon : iti Srimadrajadhirajapar- 
amesvaravaidikamargapravartakasrlvTrabuk- 
kabhupalasamrajyadhuramdharena 3 
Sayanacaryena viracite madhavfye 

vedarthaprakase rksarhhitabhasye . The 

word madhavfye in this colophon would 
suggest that Sayana’s brother Madhava 4 had 
collaborated with him on the preparation of 
this commentary. As a matter of fact, there is 
enough evidence available in the 
Vedarthaprakasa itself to justify the 
assumption that Sayana must have 
accomplished that work with the help of 
many learned scholars. 5 Sayana’s 
Rgveda-bha$ya is no doubt most famous, but 
it can by no means claim to be most 
authoritative. Some of its deficiencies, and 
even errors, are, indeed, quite obvious. 


Sayana mentions in his commentary some of 
his eminent predecessors like Skandasvamin, 
but he does not seem to have either followed 
or established any distinct commentarial 
tradition. By and large, he may be said to 
have interpreted the Rgveda from the 
ritualistic point of view. 6 In his discussions, he 
has exploited grammar freely and frequently. 
But, at many places, he has altered the order 
of the words in the mantras. Similarly, he has 
interpreted the same mantra differently in 
different contexts. This has resulted in his 
interpretation having often been rendered 
inconsistent and indiscriminate. Whatever 
this*Vmay be, the importance of the 
Vedarthaprakasa as the only one completely 
published commentary on the Rgveda 
brooks no controversy. However, so far as its 
utility is concerned, two diametrically 
opposed views have become evident among 
the modem Vedists. At the one end it was 
averred that the modem Rgveda-siudies 
could not have even got a start if Sayana’s 
commentary had not become available, 7 , 
while at the other end it was asserted that, 
unless Sayana’s commentary was studiously 
set aside, scientific Rgveda-philology would 
not be possible at all. 8 Obviously, as is usually 
experienced, the truth of the matter would 
seem to lie somewhere in between these two 
extremes. 

Skandasvamin must be mentioned as the 
first among the Rgveda- commentators 
belonging to the^ second category. At the 
same time, it can be affirmed on the strength 
of the evidence that is available today that the 
third stage in the tradition of the means for 
the understanding of the Rgveda , namely the 
one represented by commentators, begins 
with Skandasvamin. It is possible to ascertain 
the date of Skandasvamin more or less 
definitely. Harisvamin, the commentator of 
the Satapatha-Brahmana, regards 
Skandasvamin as his preceptor. He has 
mentioned 3740th year of the kaliyuga, 
which is equivalent to 638 A.D., as the date of 
his Satapatha-Brahmana-commentary. It is, 
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therefore, possible to surmise that 
Skandasvamin must have lived round about 
600 A.D. At the end of his commentary on 
the first adhyaya in the first astaka, 
Skandasvamin refers to himself as the 
resident of Valabhi and the son of 
Bhartrdhruva. 9 The Rgveda-co mmentators 
Venkatamadhava (10th century), Atmananda 
(12th century), and Sayana (14th century), 
and the Nighanpjt- commentator 
Devarajayajvan (14th century) have cited 
Skandasvamin in their commentaries. In the 
prologue of the fourth adhyaya in the eighth 
astaka of his Rgarthadipika, 
Verikata-madhava says : 

SkandasvamJ Narayana Udgltha iti (ca) 

kramat I 

cakruh sahaikam rgbha$yarh 

padavakyarthagocaram II 

This would suggest that Skandasvamin, 
Narayana, and Udgltha had collaboratively 
written a commentary on the Rgveda - 
Skandasvamin on the initial portion, 
Narayana on the middle portion, and Udgltha 
on the concluding portion. It is, however, 
highly doubtful whether Verikatamadhava’s 
statement can be regarded as valid either 
literally or wholly. Indeed, from the published 
portions of the commentaries of 
Skandasvamin and Udgltha, one feels 
convinced that that statement is not valid. 
Skandasvamin has named his commentary as 
Rgarthagamasamhrti, 10 which fact would 
imply that a fairly long tradition of 
Rgveda- interpretation had preceded him. 
But this tradition does not seem to relate to 
the commentaries on the. Rgveda . The first 
two stages in the tradition of the means for 
the understanding of the Rgveda , mentioned 
earlier, are presumably intended here. 
Skandasvamin was a Vaisnava, a follower of 
the ASvalayana-Sutra and the SakalaSakha. 
He too interpreted the Rgveda from the 
ritualistic point of view, but he does not 
specify the viniyoga of each sukta. He has 
also not paid much attention to accent and 
metre. In the matter of mythology and 


legends, Skandasvamin is, to a large extent, 
opposed to the traditional view. In the 
context of the Rgvedic myths he refers to the 
Mahabharata and the Ramayana. 
Incidentally, the question whether the 
commentary on the Nirukta, which passes 
under the name of Skandasvamin, is the work 
of Skandasvamin, the commentator of the 
Rgveda , still remains unsettled. 11 

As a matter of fact, Narayana ought to be 
counted among the Rgveda- commentators 
belonging to the fourth category. For, though 
he is known as a Rgveda- commentator, no 
portion of his commentary has become 
available so far. However, on the strength of 
the tradition mentioned by Venkatamadhava, 
namely that Skandasvamin, Narayana, and 
Udgltha had jointly written a 
Rgveda- commentary, I imagined that 
Narayana could have had a hand in the 
preparation of the commentaries of 
Skandasvamin and Udgltha, some portions 
of which have been published, and, 
therefore, decided to include him in the 
second category of the 

Rgveda-commentators, together with 
Skandasvamin and Udgltha. Not much 
information is available about Narayana and 
his work. It is generally believed that he was 
the father of Madhava, the author of the 
Samavivarana. In the introduction to his 
edition of the Samavivarana, Pandit 
Sambasiva Sastrl says 

SkandasvamisahacaraNarayanapanditasya 
sutatvena sarhbhavitasya 

Madhavapanditasya krtau 

sSmavedavyakhyayamupakrame . Such 

reference to Narayana is chronologically 
plausible. Madhava gives the stanza, Rajojuse 

janmani sattvavrttaye ., as the 

mangalasloka in his Samavivarana. The same 
stanza is given as the mangalasloka also by 
Banabhatta in his Kadambarf. It is, therefore, 
assumed, quite reasonably, that Madhava, 
the author of the Samavivarana , was an elder 
contemporary and perhaps godfather of 
Bana. Bana is known to have been a protege 
of King Harsa who ruled from 606 to 646 
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A.D. The time of the literary activity of 
Madhava and Bana may accordingly be 
taken' to have been 630-640 A.D'. As 
indicated above, Skandasvamin also lived 
round about 600 A.D.; and Narayana was a 
contemporary of Skandasvamin. All these 
chronological details, which are mutually 
consistent, tend to support the assumption 
that Narayana was the father of Madhava. 12 

Udgltha, as pointed out earlier, was a 
contemporary of Skandasvamin and 
Narayana (about 600 A.D.). At the end of the 
seventh a$taka in his commentary, 13 Udgltha 
adds the colophon vanavasT- 

vinirgatacaryodgTthasya krtav rgvedabha$ye 
.... It is possible that here vanavasT is a wrong 
reading for valabhinivasl Like 
Skandasvamin, Udgltha also was presumably 
a resident of Valabhi. Indeed, in this context, 
the view is expressed that a veritable 
Valabhi-school of Vedic commentators had 
come into existence in the seventh century 
A.D. Skandasvamin, Narayana, and Udgitha, 
the three Rgveda- commentators, Madhava, 
the author of the Samavivarana, Harisvamin, 
the author of the 

Satapatha-Brahmana-Bhasya, and 

Mahesvara, the author of the 
Niruktabha^yatFka , were the main promoters 
of that school. Atmananda and Sayana have 
referred to Udgltha in their commentaries, 
Udgltha has interpreted the Rgveda mainly in 
the light of the Vedic ritual. It is suggested that 
Skandasvamin has followed his elder 
contemporary Udgltha in this respect. But no 
clear evidence is available either to support 
or to controvert this suggestion. 

During the last few years Venkatamadhava 
has achieved high renown as a perspicacious 
commentator of the Rgveda. It is true that 
Mahldhara, the commentator of the 
Sukla-Yajurveda , Devarajayajvan, the 
commentator of the Nighantu , and Sayana, 
the commentator of the Rgveda , have 
referred to Madhava (or Madhavabhatta) in 
their commentaries, but it was only after the 
publication of his RgarthadTpika about 45 


years ago 14 that Venkatamadhava began to 
receive serious attention at the hands of the 
students of the Veda. In the various 
colophons in his commentary, 
Venkatamadhava introduces himself as a 
resident of Gomat, a place on the right bank 
of the river Kaveri in the region of Cola which 
was under the suzerainty of Jagadekavlra. His 
father’s name was Verikatarya 15 and his 
mother’s name was SundarT, and he 
belonged to the Kausika gotra. Jagadekavira 
- and consequently Venkatamadhava - lived 
in the tenth century A.D. Mahldhara (1100 
A.D.), the commentator of the 
£ukla- Yajurveda, mentions an earlier 
commentator of the Veda, called Madhava. It 
is quite plausible that this Madhava is the 
same as Venkatamadhava. Sayana refers to 
Venkatamadhava as Madhavabhatta. 

Though, in general, Devaraja mentions 
merely the name Madhava, in the 
introduction to his Nighantubha$ya , he 
specifically says : SriVerikatacaryatanayasya 

Madhavasya bha$yakrtau .But, out of the 

quotations which Devaraja cites as those from 
Madhava’s work, some are traceable in 
Verikatamadhava’s commentary while some 
are not. How may one account for this fact ? 16 
There are two alternatives possible in this 
regard. One alternative is that Devaraja has 
extracted quotations from the commentaries 
of two different Madhavas. The other 
alternative is that Madhava wrote two 
commentaries on the Rgveda and that, at 
some places, Devaraja has quoted from one 
Rgbha§ya and, at other places, from the other 
Rgbha$ya. At Nighantubha$ya 1.14.18, 
Devaraja uses the words ity atra 
Madhavasya prathamabha$yam . From this 
reference it is inferred that Venkatamadhava 
must have written two Rgbha$yas , called the 
prathamabha$ya and the dvitlyabha$ya. 17 
However, this inference does not carry much 
conviction. For one thing, Devaraja uses the 
term prathamabha§ya only at one place. In 
connection with the other quotations from 
Madhava he does not specify whether they 
are derived from the prathamabha§ya or the 
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dvitTyabhasya. 18 Moreover, in his 
RgarthadTpika, Venkatamadhava himself 
does not hint even faintly that he has written 
two Rgbhasyas. Further it does not appeal to 
reason that any one would have written two 
separate commentaries on a work like the 
Rgveda. Consequently all this seems to lead 
to the assumption that from among the 
quotations which Devaraja cites as those from 
Madhava some are derived from the 
RgarthadTpika of Venkatamadhava while 
others are derived from the Rgbhasya written 
by some other Madhava. The Rgbhasya of 
this other Madhava, covering only the first 
astaka, has become available and is 
published by the Adyar Library in two parts 
(in 1939 and 1947 respectively) under the 
title Rgveda-vyakhya Madhavakrta . 19 The 
RgarthadTpika of Venkatamadhava cannot be 
characterised as a commentary in the strict 
sense of the term. It is rather a gloss in which 
the author seems to be particularly inclined to 
explicate critically some obscure portions of 
the Rgveda. 

It has been suggested that Madhava, the 
author of the Rgveda-vyakhya , is identical 
i with Madhava, the author of the AnukramanT. 
If this was really so, this Madhava would have 
to be regarded as antedating Skandasvamin 
'and therefore as the oldest among the known 
Veda-commentators. So far as the meaning 
of the Rgveda is concerned, Madhava’s 
Vyakhya cannot be said to be offering 
anything original. In support of his 
interpretations Madhava has cited passages 
from various Vedic texts. At several places he 
has given more than one interpretation. He 
has also carefully noted in his Vyakhya the 
peculiarities of the Rgveda in respect of 
grammar and accent. Madhava’s discussion 
regarding the galitas is also noteworthy. 

Bhatta Govinda characterises his 
Rgbhasya , called Srutivikasa , as 
Catuhsastivivarana. This would imply that he 
had written a commentary on all - that is, 
sixty-four - adhyayas of the Rgveda. 
However, the portion of Govinda’s bha$ya 


which has become available till now extends 
over only the last eight adhyayas. Incidentally 
it may be noted in this context that Govinda 
nowhere refers to marujlala or a$taka\ he 
refers only to adhyayas. In the colophon of 
the Srutivikasa , Govinda mentions the date of 
the completion of that work as Sarhvat 1367 
(= 1311 A.D.). 20 

In his letter to MAX MULLER, dated 15th 
January 1855, Fitz Edward |HALL draws the 
attention of that scholar to the commentary 
on the Rgveda by Mudgala. Only three 
manuscripts of this work (which is often 
referred to as Mudgalavrtti) have become 
available so far, and they include the 
commentary only on the following portions 
of the Rgveda : 1.1.1 to 1.121.15 and V.9.1 to 
VI.9.6. According to MAX MULLER and HALL, 
Mudgala’s commentary is just an abridged 
edition of some essential portions of Sayana’s 
bhasya. For instance, Mudgala has 
scrupulously omitted the grammatical 
discussions occurring in the Sayanabha$ya. 
Mudgala is said to have lived about the 
beginning of the 15th century A.D. 

The commentators who have commented 
only on certain specific mantras of the 
Rgveda constitute the third category of the 
Rgveda-c ommentators. Haradatta (9th 
century A.D.) is known primarily as a writer of 
Sutra-g\osses. But he is also known to have 
written a work entitled 

A§valayanamantrapathabhasya. 2i Devaraja, 
the author of the commentary on the 
Nighantu , refers to Haradatta. A tradition of 
writing commentaries on select mantras from 
the various Samhitas seems to have begun to 
be established in Bengal from the. 12th 
century A.D. 22 Of course, the writers 
belonging to this tradition cannot be styled 
Rgveda-c ommentators in the strictest sense 
of the term. The Chandogyamantrabha$ya of 
Gunavisnu, who lived a few years before the 
beginning of the 12th century A.D., may be 
regarded as the pioneering work belonging to 
this tradition. It is a commentary on the Vedic 
mantras normally employed in the grhya rites 
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of the Samavedin Brahmanas. Many of these 
mantras are derived from the 
Mantrasbrahmana of the Samaveda. 23 At the 
end of the sixth khancjia of his 
Chandogyamantrabhasya , Gunavisnu has 
commented on the first mantra of each of the 
Vedic Samhitas. It may be incidentally noted 
in this connection that Gunavisnu regards 
Sam no devTr abhistaye .... as the first mantra 
of the Atharvaveda . This verse occurs as the 
first mantra in the Paippalada-Samhita of the 
Atbarvaveda , while the first mantra in the 
Saunaka-Sarhhita of that Veda is ye tri$aptah 

pariyanti . In the Brahmayajria, the 

mantra, Sam no devTr ...., is employed. About 
the first mantra of the Rgveda, namely, agnim 
Tie ...., Gunavisnu says that the mantra is to 
be employed in the Brahmayajria. 
Halayudha, is another commentator 
belonging to this tradition. He was 
Dharmadhyaksa of King Laksmanasena of 
Bengal who ruled from 1171 A.D. to 1201 
A.D. Halayudha has authored many works. In 
his Brahmanasarvasva, he has expounded 
the Vedic mantras employed in the grhya 
rites of the Kanva school of the 
Suklayajurvedins. He says that very few 
commentaries on the Yajurveda are 
available, and that Uvata’s commentary on 
that Veda is inadequate for the understanding 
of that Veda. Halayudha mentions 
Gunavisnu in his work. Satrughna (1528 
A.D.), who hailed from Punjab, may also be 
referred to in this very context. For, he has 
based his work, MantrartbadTpika, on the 
commentaries .of Uvata, Gunavisnu, and 
Halayudha - particularly Halayudha. 
Another commentator in the line of 
Gunavisnu was Ramanatha Vidyavacaspati 
(17th century A.D:). In his 
Samagamantravyakhyana, Ramanatha, 
following Gunavisnu, has commented on the 
Vedic mantras employed in the grhya rites of 
the Samavedin Brahmanas. 

Anandatlrtha (1198-1278 A.D.), more 
commonly known as Madhvacarya, has 
written a commentary on Rgveda 1.1-40 
(except 1.34.7-12). It is metrical, and is 


manifestly intended to propagate the 
Vaisnava Dvaita-Vedanta. According to 
Madhva, the monotheism of the Rgveda is 
firmly established through the concept of 
Visnu, that is to say, of Purusa-Narayana of 
the Purusasukta (RV X.90). At some places in 
his commentary, Madhva seems to have 
been influenced by Verikatamadhava. 
Incidentally^ Madhva’s Rgbha$ya mentions 
such works as BarkaSruti, TuraSruti, and 
Pihgasruti, which are not available today. 24 
JayatTrtha (1304 A.D.) has written a gloss on 
Madhva’s Rgbhasya. Probably it is the same 
as the AnandatTrthabhasyavyakhya 
mentioned in the SarvadarSanasamgraha. 
JayatTrtha says that, according to Madhva, the 
Rgveda-mantras have to be interpreted in 
three ways : (1) in the context of the various 
Vedic divinities like Agni; (2) in the context of 
the One God Vi§nu who inheres within those 
divinities; and (3) in the purely spiritual sense. 
Actually, however, Madhva’s entire emphasis 
is on the second kind of interpretation. 
Narasirhha (1662 A.D.) has written his Vivrti 
and Narayana his BhavaratnaprakaSika to 
expound Jayatlrtha’s gloss. Raghavendra 
Yati, another renowned schoolman 'in the 
Madhva tradition, has also written a gloss on 
Madhva’s Rgbha$ya, called 

Mantrartbamanjan. 

The Rgveda- commentator Atmananda is 
mentioned for the first time by MAX MOLLERin 
his A History of Ancient Sanskrit Literature. 25 
In his commentary, Atmananda refers to 
Bhaskara (12th century A.D.) but not to 
Sayana (14th century A.D.). From this it may 
be inferred that Atmananda must have 
belonged to the 13th century A.D. His 
commentary only on one hymn of the 
Rgveda, namely, the Asya vamlya hymn 
(1.164), is available today. 26 At the end of that 
commentary, Atmananda says that the 
commentaries of Skanda and others are 
ritualistic in purport while the Nirukta 
emphasises the mythological aspect, but that 
his own approach is 

spiritualistic-philosophical. He adds that the 
main basis of his interpretation is the 
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Vi$nudharmottara-Purana . It becomes clear 
from Atmananda’s commentary on the Asya 
vamiya hymn that he is inclined towards 
Advaita Vedanta. Already, through tradition, 
Ravana’s name had become known as that of 
a Vedic commentator. But it is only through 
his commentary on 13 (14 ?) verses of the 
Rgveda , reproduced by Daivajna Surya 
Pandita (bom 1507 A.D.) in his gloss on the 
Bhagavadglta called Paramarthaprapa, that 
one actually becomes familiar with his writing 
belonging to this genre. 27 In his letter of 
15-1-1855 addressed* to MAX MULLER (which 
has been referred to above), HALL had drawn 
that scholar’s attention to Ravana’s bha$ya , 
together with Mudgala’s bhasya , on the 
Rgveda. Ravana has interpreted the 
Rg-mantras from the spiritualistic advaita 
point of view. 28 Ravana must have lived some 
time in the early decades of the 15th century 
A.D. 29 Caturvedasvamin, who had been 
active as an author in 1477 - 1507, was the 
spiritual teacher of Surya Pandita. The latter 
has reproduced in his Paramarthaprapa 
Caturvedasvamin’s commentary on only one 
single Rgvedic mantra , namely, X. 113:4. This 
commentary clearly betrays the stamp of the 
Krsnite sect. 30 

In his Rgarthasara , Dinakara Bhatta 
(literary activity : 1575-1640 A.D.) has given 
his commentary on 207 verses of the 
Rgveda. 31 In the introductory stanzas, 
Dinakara claims that the verses, on which he 
has commented, represent the very essence 
of the Rgveda. As a matter of fact, however, 
his selection of the Rgveda-ve rses does not 
reflect any specific viewpoint, nor does the 
peculiar arrangement of those verses signify 
any logical coherence. By and large, 
Dinakara has followed Sayana’s commentary 
on the Rgveda. But the meanings which he 
has independently suggested at some places 
are grammatically erroneous and 
contextually untenable. 32 The renowned 
grammarian Bhattoji Dlksita, the author of 
the SiddhantakaumudT, was a contemporary 
of Dinakara. Bhattoji’s Vedabhasyasara was 
discovered about fortyfive years ago. 33 Only 


one manuscript of that work has become 
available so far. 34 It contains Bhattoji’s 
commentary on the first twelve vargas - that 
is, the first six hymns in the first mandala - of 
the Rgveda. In his introduction, Bhattoji says 
that, in his Vedabhasyasara , he proposes to 
present the quintessence of the 
Rgvedabha$ya of Madhavacarya (that is of 
Sayana). It may be hereby inferred that 
Bhattoji had planned to treat the entire 
Sayanabhasya in this manner but that his 
project did not fructify. As is but to be 
expected, Bhattoji’s main emphasis is on 
grammatical discussion. Reference may be 
made in this very context to the 
commentaries on the mantras relating to 
Samdhyavandana by Sudarsanasuri 35 , 
Ramasrama, and Tirumala Yajvan. It may 
also be mentioned that the commentary on 
the Dve virupe hymrT of the Rgveda (= 1.95) 
by Krsnacarya Dandavate (d. 1896 A.D.) has 
been published some years ago 36 

In the fourth category of commentators, 
namely of those who have become known as 
Rgveda-c ommentators through literature or 
tradition but no portions of whose 
commentaries have become available so far, 
the name which deserves to be mentioned 
first is that of Devasvamin. Vimalabodha 
(13th century A.D.) has written a commentary 
on the Mahabharata, called Visama^IokJ. In it, 
he says that, while commenting on the 
A£vin-Sukta occurring in the Mahabharata 37 
he has utilized,, among other sources, the 
writing of Devasvamin. It has been surmised 
that here Vimalabodha has in view a 
Rgvedabha$ya written by Devasvamin. 38 It is 
true that we do not have any definite 
information about this Devasvamin, but we 
cannot also off-hand deny the possibility of 
his being identical with the Devasvamin who 
has commented on the Srauta- and the 
Grhya-Sutras of Asvalayana. 39 The list of 
works in the collection of Kavlndracarya 
contains the mention of a commentary of the 
Rgveda by Hastamalaka (= Karamalaka, 8th 
century A.D.), one of the four eminent 
disciples of Samkaracarya. In one context, 
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Devaraja, the commentator of the Nighantu , 
has quoted the interpretation of the word 
amatya given by Uvata (11th century A.D.). 
But this interpretation is not found in Uvata’s 
commentary on the passage of the 
Vajasaneyi-Samhita where the word amatya 
occurs. The word amatya is attested also in 
the Rgveda. It is, therefore, suggested that the 
interpretation of the word amatya quoted by 
Devaraja as of Uvata must have been derived 
by him from a Rgveda-c ommentary written 
by Uvata. The fact that Uvata has written 
commentaries on the 

Rgveda-SarvanukramanT and the 
Rkprati£akhya would seem to support this 
suggestion. OPPERT has mentioned in the 
second part of his Lists of Sanskrit 
Manuscripts a Rgbha$ya written by Bhatta 
Bhaskara, the commentator of the 
Taittinya-Samhita (11th century A.D.). 40 
Saradatanaya, the author of the 
Bhavaprakaiana, says in the introductory 
stanzas of that work that his great grandfather 
Laksmana of Matharagrama, who lived at the 
end of the 11th century A.D., had written a 
commentary on the Veda, called 
Vedabhu$ana. 41 In his SudarianamTmarhsa, 
Dhatu§kayajvan (12th century A.D.) 
introduces himself as Trivedlbhasyakara. 
Bharatasvamin (14th century A.D.) is known 
primarily as a commentator of the Samaveda. 
In his commentary on Rgveda VI. 1.13, 
Sayana says that Bharatasvamin regards the 
words vasuta te occurring in that verse not as 
two separate words but as one single word 
(vasutate) in the locative case. This word does 
not occur in the Samaveda. It may, therefore, 
be conjectured that Sayana must have 
derived the above-mentioned view of 
Bharatasvamin from his commentary on the 
Rgveda , complete or partial, which he 
(Sayana) had known but which is now not 
available. 42 Besides, in a sense, a 
commentator of the Samaveda can also be 
regarded as a commentator of the Rgveda. It 
is noted that a manuscript of the 
Rgvedabhasya by Varadaraja exists in a 
collection in South India, but we do not have 


any further information about it. 43 

It is not intended here to say much about 
the Rgveda- commentators belonging to the 
fifth category, that is, about those who may 
be called modem Rgveda- commentators (in 
Sanskrit). From ambng the$e commentators, 
the name of SvamI Dayananda SarasvatT 
(1825-1884 A.D.) is fairly widely known. 
SvamljT has written commentaries on the 
Rgveda both in Sanskrit and Hindi. 44 Some of 
the basic postulates of Dayananda SarasvatT’s 
Vedic exegesis are the Veda is 
beginningless; it does not contain any 
references to secular history; primarily, the 
Vedic words have to be interpreted 
etymologically; a single Vedic word can yield 
many meanings. In his commentary on the 
Rgveda , called Siddhahjana f Pandit Kapali 
Sastri has advocated the mystic, spiritual, and 
symbolical approach to and exposition of the 
Rgveda sponsored by Sri Aurobindo. 45 To 
some extent, the Rgvedabha$yapTthika and 
the Adivedabha$ya by Pandit Ganapati Muni 
have also proved to be the pace-setters in the 
case of the Siddhahjana. 46 Pandit Sltarama 
Sastri has not written any independent 
Rgvedabhasya as such, but his 
Vedarthavicarah 47 contains the exposition of 
many Rgveda-mantras which throws much 
light on his general way of thinking in the 
matter of Vedic exegesis. 

Three main questions which are likely to 
emerge from this broad survey of the Rgvedic 
commentarial work may be incidentally 
alluded to here. The first question is : Why 
should there have occurred a break of nearly 
1100-1200 years between the second and 
the third stages of the Rgvedic exegetical 
tradition ? One can think of three possibilities 
: (1) During this period of 1100-1200 years, 
somehow, no great urgency or ardour was 
felt in regard to understanding the purport of 
the Veda or producing the necessary 
literature for that purpose. (2) Conscious 
efforts towards the popular propagation of 
the knowledge of the meaning of the Veda 
were deliberately discouraged with a view to 
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preserving the sanctity of the Veda and 
averting its secularization. (3) Only the oral 
tradition of Vedic exegesis was sponsored 
during that period. Consequently, no written 
commentaries were produced, and the few 
which might have been produced were 
presumably lost. The second question : A 
study of the available commentaries of the 
Rgveda generally creates the impression that 
the authors of those commentaries have not 
derived the import of the Rgvedic mantras 
from the literal meaning of the words in those 
mantras but have rather first made up their 
mind regarding the import and then have 
interpreted the .words so as to make them suit 
that import. Why should this have happened 
? And the third question : To what extent can 
these Rgveda- commentaries be serviceable 
for modem scientific exegesis of that Veda ? 


Notes 

1. A complete commentary on the Rgveda , 
which is believed to have been written by 
Veiikatamadhava, is published by the 
Vishveshvarananda Vedic Research 
Institute, Hoshiarpur, in its edition of the 
Rgveda (1965 onwards). See f.n.14. 

2. It is suggested (JAOS54,211-12) that the 
name Sayana is to be derived from the 
words svamin - sSyi (= God) and anna 
(= elder brother). It is formed • in 
accordance with the normal practice of 
the Kannada name-formation. See also 
AOAW 108, 78-83. 

3. Though here the name only of Bukka is 

mentioned, Sayana has referred in his 
Subha$itasudhanidhi to Kamparaja, in 
his Praya&cittasudhanidhi and some 
other works to Sarhgama II, and in his 
commentaries on the 

Satapatha'-Brahmana and the other 
Brahmana-texts to Harihara II, as his 
patrons. All of them were the rulers of 
Vijayanagara. 

4. In his commentary on the Para€arasmrti , 
Madhava gives the following information 


about himselfmother: SrimatT; father: 
Mayana; brothers Sayana and 
Bhoganatha; Sutra : Baudhayana; Vedic 
School : yaju$a; gotra : Bharadvaja. 
Many scholars have expressed doubts 
about the identify of Madhava and 
Vidyaranya. 

5. One may say this also in regard to 
Sayana’s commentaries on other Vedic 
texts. 

6. No quotations from the Upani$ads occur 
in the Sayana-bha$ya. 

7. This was averred by scholars like WILSON, 
PISCHEL, GELDNER, etc. 

8. The main protagonist of this view was 
ROTH. 

9. It is suggested ( PAIOC , 1928, p.258) that 
Bhartrdhruva is the same as Dhruvasena, 
king of Valabhi (608-609 A.D.). But this 
does not seem to be probable. 

10. The available manuscripts contain 
Skandasvamin’s commentary on the 
whole of the first a$taka (= mandala 
1.1-121 minus 1.56.2 to 1.61.16) and on 
some portions of the fourth a$taka (= 
mandala V.57-61; VI.29-61) and the fifth 
a$taka (mandala VI.62-74; 75.1-6). They 
also contain some other stray portions of 
his commentary. Skandasvamin’s 
commentary is published at Trivandrum, 
Madras, Calcutta, and Hoshiarpur. 

11. A view has been put forth that the 
Niruktabha$ya may have been written by 
MaheSvara. 

12. Four different persons by the name 

Narayana are known as the authors of 
the four different texts connected with 
the Rgveda , namely, 

A§valayana§rautavrtti, pobhilagrhyavftti, 
Agvalayanagrhyavivarana, and 

£arikhayanagrhyabha$ya. But they 
belong to a much later date. 

13. Udgftha’s commentary on Rgveda X.5.4 
to X.12.5 and X.13.2 to X.83.6, which 
alone has become available till now, was 
published at Lahore in 1935. 



166 


R.N. Dandekar 


14. It is pointed out that LAKSHMAN SARUP 
had prepared the press-copy of 
Verikatamadhava’s Bha$ya> on all the ten 
mandates of the Rgveda (on the basis of 
two Malayalam palm : leaf manuscripts). 
But only the portion of the Bha§ya 
covering mandates I-VII has been 
actually published in four parts (Parts 1-3, 
Lahore, 1939, 1940, 1943; Part 4, 
Varanasi, 1955). The press-copy of the 
Bha$ya on Rgveda VIII-X is said to have 
been irretrievably lost at the time of the 
Partition in 1947. The WRI in its edition 
of the Rgveda (1965 onwards) gives the 
text of Vehkatamadhava’s commentary 
on all the mandates on the basis of 
SARUP’s edition and the DevanagarT 
transcript of a palm-leaf manuscript from 
the Government Oriental Manuscripts 
Library, Madras. See f.n.l. 
Vehkatamadhava’s commentary is now 
published at Trivandrum, Lahore, 
Calcutta, Madras, and Hoshiarpur. 

15. One comes across many commentators 
bearing the name Madhava. This 
Madhava is the son of Venkatarya and 
has, therefore become known as 
Venkatamadhava. 

16. The name Madhava has created quite a 
problem in the matter of Vedic 
commentators. We know of many 
eminent Vedic commentators of that 
name : e.g. Madhava, the author of the 
AnukramanT and perhaps also of the 
Rgvedavyakhya ; Madhava, the author of 
the Samavivarana ; Verikatarya’s son 
Madhava, the author of the 
Rgarthadipika\ Sayana-Madhava, the 
author of the VedarthaprakaSa. 

17. If a commentator wrote two 
commentaries on the same text, those 
commentaries were usually known as 
Laghu and Brhat and not as Prathama 
and Dviffya. 

18. It is not clear what Devaraja means by the 
term prathama bha$ya. That term may 
imply either Madhava’s Bha$ya ‘which is 


referred to first’ or the Bha$ya of 
Madhava ‘who is referred to first’. 

19. It cannot, however, be claimed that, in 
this way, this question is solved wholly 
satisfactorily. For, a difficult situation 
arises here. Madhava, the author of the 
Rgveda-vyakhya, mentions that he was a 
resident of Gomat. Venkatamadhava too 
was a resident of that place. 

20. One of the sons of Venkatamadhava was 
called Govinda. But it is chronologically 
impossible that that Govinda and 
Govinda, the author of the Srutivikasa, 
are identical. 

21. Manuscripts of this work are located at 
Mysore, Madras, Trivandrum, etc. 

22. See Durgamohan Bhattacharyya, 
“A pre-Sayana Vedic commentator of 
Bengal”, OH 1 (2), 14M62; “Little 
known Vedic commentators of Bengal”, 
OH 2(1), 1-8. 

23. In a sense, a commentary on 
Samavedlya mantras can be regarded as 
a commentary on Rgvediya mantras. 
Gunavisnu has written a commentary 
also on the Mantrabrahmana. 

24. See B. R. MODAK. “Spiritual 

interpretation in. Madhva’s Rbgha$ya ”, 
Sam. Vim. 5 (1-2), 1977, 184-88; “A 
note on Madhva’s Rgbha$ya\ SP, 29 
AIOC, 1978, 23-24; “Sectarian 

interpretation of the Veda : the view of 
Sri Madhvacaiya”, JSA 3, Osmania 
Univ., 1981, 7-20. An English translation 
of Madhva’s Rgbha$ya is being published 
in the journal DharmaprakaSa (Madras) 
intermittently from Vol. I (1). 

25. p.240, f.n.2. 

26. Four manuscripts of Atmananda’s 
Bha$ya are known. There is no evidence 
to suggest that Atmanatida had written a 
commentary on the whole 
Rgveda-Samhita. C. KUNHAN RAJA has 
edited (Madras, 1956) Atmananda’s 
commentary on the Asya vamxya hymn 
together with that of Sayana. Even 
before that, PREMANIDHI SASTRI had 
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published Atmananda’s commentary at 
Lahore. Also see : KAPIL DEV SASTRI, 
“Svanril Atmananda krta Rgveda bhasya: 
eka paricayatmaka vi§lesana”, KURJ 
(Arts and Humanities) 18-19, 235-242. 

27. Surya Pan$ta has written commentaries 
also on Bhaskaracarya’s LTlavafi and 
BFjaganita. There is a tradition that he 
had also written a Samabha$ya. 

28. In his gloss on BhagavadgTta XI.33, 
Surya Pancjita says : Sayanabha$yakarair 
adhidaivikabhiprayena 
bahyasarhgramavi$ayo darfitah 
Ravanabha$ye tv adhyatmantya 
‘bhyantarasarhgramavi$ayo dariitah. 

29. There is no evidence to presume that 
Ravana had written a commentary on the 
whole of the Rgveda. However, one 
comes across a reference to his having 
authored a Padapatha of the Rgveda. 

30. Caturvedasvamin interprets avrfcad 

adrim in that verse as govardhanam 
uddadhara. He also says that rana 
mentioned there signifies 

kurupandavasamgrama. 

31. An edition of this work (Part One) has 
been published in 1959 by the Sanskrit 
Academy of the Osmania University, 
Hyderabad. Dinakara has also written 
some other works like the 
Karmavipakasara , the Praya§cittasara, 
and the Santisara. 

32. For instance, Dinakara has interpreted 
one Rgveda-mantra as alluding to Rama. 

33. See : ALB 5 (4), 176-80. 

34. It is at present located in the Sanskrit 
Patha€ala at Rajapur. 

35. It is suggested that Sayana may have 
utilized Sudar&nasuri’s commentary. 
But this does not seem to be probable. 

36. Bharata Itihasa SarhSodhaka Mandala, 
Pune, 1968. 

37. Mahabharata 1.3. 60-70. 

38. The Mvin-Sukta in the Mahabharata is 


not derived from the Rgveda , but its 
words and import closely accord with 
those of the Rgvedic Mvin-Suktas. The 
Mahabharata , however, uses the words 
vagbhih rgbhih with reference to its 
A§vin-Sukta. 

39. A tradition referred to in the 
Kathasaritsagara mentions Devasvamin 
as being a son of Harisvamin. Can this 
Harisvamin be the same as the one who 
has written a commentary on the 
Satapatha-Brahmana (7thcentury A.D.)? 

40. OPPERT Lists of Sanskrit Manuscripts in 
Private Libraries of Southern India , 
Vol.II, No.511. In his commentary on 
Rgveda VI. 1.13; Sayana refers to Bhatta 
Bhaskara Misra. Bhaskara is known to 
have also written a commentary on the 
Aitareya-Brahmana. Atmananda refers to 
Skandasvamin, Udgltha, and Bhaskara. 
See : MAX MULLER, Op.cit., 240, f.n.2. 

41. The words vedanam bhasyam suggest 
the commentaries on the Rgveda and the 
other Vedas. 

42. In his Samavedabhasya , Bharatasvamin 
has referred to the Aitareya-Brahmana 
several times. 

43. OPPERT, Op.cit., Vol.I, No. 1407. It is 
possible that this Varadaraja is the same 
as Bhattoji’s pupil Varadaraja 
(1600-1650). 

44. Several editions of the 
Dayananda-Bhasya have been published 
so far. Special mention may be made of 
the edition of the Rgveda with 
Dayananda SarasvatT’s commentary 
translated into English, to be completed 
in 12 volumes, which is being published 
by the Sarvadeshik Arya Pratinidhi 
Sabha, New Delhi, since 1974. 

45. I am not aware of the completion of 
Kapali SastrT’s entire Rgveda-Bhasya. 

46. Pandit Ganapati Muni holds such views 
as that Indra is the sole Vedic god and 
that the Mahabharata- war was fought in 
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the Vedic age. 

47. Published by the Sanskrit College, 
Calcutta, in 1961. 



